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Remarks 

C'laims 1-10. 12. 13, and L'^-21 arc pending in this application. Claims 17-21 ha\ e been 
withdrawn from consideration. Tins Response amends claim 1 and cancels claim 12. 

Claims 1-10. 12. 13, 15. and 16 ha\ e been rejected for ob\ iousness. This is the only 
remaining rciection in this application. .-Ml other rejections ha\ e been w ithdra\\n. Applicants 
respectrulK' request reconsideration ofthe rejected claims in light ofthe abo\e amendment and the 
follow ing remarks. 

Support for the Amendment 

(Maim 1 has been amended to recite tlie weight ratio ofthe polyarylcnc oxide polymer to the 
stvrenic blocks, and to incoiporate the peel strength pro\ idcd in original claim 12. Support for this 
ainendiiieni is found, for example, on page S. lines 4-6. No new matter is added by this 
amendment. 

ii 103 Rejections 

Claims 1-10. 12. 13. 15. and 16 stand rejected under 35 USC ^ 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gchlsen el al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,103.152). Applicants respectfully tra\ erse 
this reiection as applied to the amended claims. 

The present inxenlion features a foamed pressure sensitive adhesive (PS.A) article 
comprising a poKmeric mixture containing at least one stvTcnic block copoKancr and at least one 
poKaiAlenc oxide poK'mer. In a previous Amendment dated .March 21, 2003, Applicants 
amended claim 1 to recite that the foamed PSA article has a gel content of less than 25%. 
.Applicants explained that this amendment incoqioratcd the characteristic that the material has 
rehnncK Hllle. or even no crosslmking. .Applicants argued thai this feature dislmguishes tlie 
Cclilscn foams, which require exlensivc ci-osslmkmg in order to achieve high cohesive strength 
and or high modulus. I hc lixaminer. however, asserted that inclusion of this feature in the 
claims did nol ovcrconw the 103 rejection, because (iehlsen teaches that crosslinking is 
optional. Spcci flcallv. the 1: xaminer slatctl: 

(ichlsen cxpresslv teaches ihal "In some cases, cl".. where hi'jh 



crosslmkcd" (column 2. lines 5-7). .As such, clearly Cehlsen s 
teachnv shows that crosslinking is an optional mean to improve 
the alorementioned properties, and it would haxe been obvious to 
one of ordmarv skill m the art to lightly crosslink (i.e.. \o^^ gel 
content) the adhesive article, if necessary, since high crosslinkmg 
density would be inherenth' detrimental to its pressure sens.tne 
adhesiN e property. 

The passage irom Gehlsen cited by the Examiner (i.e. col. 2, lines 5-7) clearly teaches 
that the Gehlsen loams are to be erosslinked in situations where high cohesn e strength or high 
HKululus IS desired. Although Gehlsen teaches that this crosslinking is optional, for example it 
would not be needed in situations where high cohesive strength and high modulus are not 
desired, Gehlsen does not teach that high cohesive strength and/or high modulus can be achie^•ed 
without crosslinking or exen with -lighf crosslinking as suggested by the Examiner, and 
Gehlsen f^uls to describe any means for obtaining these properties without extensive crosslinking. 

A careful rex iew of the data present by Gehlsen clearly shows that the Gehlsen foams do 
not exhibit such properties in the absence of crosslinking. In particular. Applicants would like to 
draw the Hxammer-s attention to Examples 62-70 of Gehlsen (cols. 22-23). In these Examples, 
the Gehlsen foams were prepared without crosslinking (col. 22, lines 14-15) and the shear 
strength was measured and reported in Table 2 (col. 23, lines 1-15). All of Gehlsen's non- 
crosshnked foams exhibited low shear strength with failure occurring in less than 200 minutes 
under a 1 OOOg load at 25°C (see 6^ column of Table 2). On the other hand, when the Gehlsen 
foams are crosslmkcd, they exhibit a much higher shear strength, with generally no failures 
occurring within 1 0.000 minutes (see 1 2^ column of Table 1). Clearly, the data presented by 
Cehlsen show that CJehlsen-s non-crosshnked foams exhibit very low shear strength compared to 
the crosslmkcd foams. ()nl> when Gehlscn-s foams were substantialh' erosslinked did they 
exhibit a h,uh shear strength, fhus. Gehlsen describes Ibams that are crosslmkcd with high shear 
st,-cn.th. ami toan.s that are non-crosshnked with low shear strength, but Gehlsen docs not 
descHbe a loam which is substantially non-crosshnked yet has high shear strength. 

,n contrast, the present invention provides toams that have both a low gel content (,.e. 
.datnelv httle crosslinkmg) and high sheer strength. In particular, independent churns 13 and 10 
,:. . r, ..,'1 contont Ic'^'; than 2^"" that has a sheer holding 



power ofal least 3(K)0 tnmutes at 7()=C as determined h> ASTM 3654 xvUh a 5()()u load. As 
diseussed aboN e. the onh' Gehlsen foams that exhibited high shear strength w ere those that had 
been extensixely crosslmked (see Table 1 ). Gehlsen's non-erosslmked foams (Examples 62-70), 
show n on table 2 all exliibited a low shear strength. Indeed, the shear strength test used by 
Gehlsen was performed at 25°C and thus the shear strength of these foams would be expected to 
be e^ en lower when measured at the higher temperature conditions (70%-) recited in claims 1 3 
and 1 6. For these reasons, Gehlsen fa.ls to teach or suggest a tbamed article that has little or no 
crossUnkmg (i.e. low gel content) w hile still exhibiting the high degree of shear strength recited 
m claims 13 and 16. Therefore, these claims, and those that depend therefrom, are patentable 
over the Gehlsen reference. 

With respect to clami 1 . the other independent claim that stands rejected. Applicants have 
amended this claim to recte the peel strength provided m ongmal clami 12, and a specific lau^e 
of weight ratios of the polyarylene oxide polymer to the styrcnic blocks. There is nothing in 
Gehlsen that teaches or suggests this ratio range. On the contrary, Gehlsen describes 
polyphenylene oxide alloys in a long list of alternative polymers useful as the major component 
for the polymer matrix (cols. 6 and 7) . Since Gehlsen contemplates use of these polymers as the 
major matrix component, as opposed to a secondary component or additive, one skilled in the art 
would not have been motivated to use an amount of polyphenylene ox.de alloy withm the range 
recited in amended claim 1. 

Moreover, although Gehlsen lists polyphenylene oxide alloys and block copolymers of 
stvrene m a long list of matrix polymers, there is nothing in Gehlsen to suggest that these two 
specific tvpes of polymers should be mixed, much less that such a combination, m the ratio range 
recited in claim 1 . w otdd lead to stipenor high temperature performance characteristics, high 
cohcsix e strength and or high modulus, m the absence of extensive crosslinkmg. 

For these reasons, applicants submit that claim 1, and those claims that depend from 
claim 1, are also patentable oN cr Gehlsen. Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection 
of claims 1-10. 12. 13-15. and 16 under 37 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Gehlsen has 
been (wcrcome and should he withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

,n X .ew ofthe forcgo.ng amendments and remarks. U is submitted that the apphcat.on ts 
,n condU.on for allowance. Reconsideration ofthe application is requested. 

Allowance of claims 1-10. 12. 13. 15. and 16. as amended, at an early date is solicited. 

All communications in this case should be directed to the undersigned. If the Examiner 
believes a telephone discussion would be helpful to resolve any outstanding issues in this ease, 
Ihe Hxammer is encouraged to call the undersigned at the number listed belo^^■. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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